On August 9, 1984 the Commission remanded the case to the
judge for further proceedings consistent with the Court's
opinion.

The judge set the case for a hearing in Canon City, Colorado
on September 13, 1984.  Respondent requested a continuance and
the hearing on the merits was rescheduled and took place on
October 11, 1984.

The parties waived the filing of post trial briefs.

Issues

The issues concern whether back pay is due Patricia
Anderson, and, if so, the amount of the back pay.  A_ secondary
issue concerns the assessment of a civil penalty against
respondent.

Summary of the Evidence

At this hearing complainant Patricia Anderson reaffirmed her
previous testimony and indicated she had been terminated by
respondent on February 9, 1979.  Her rate of pay at that time was
$1,050 per month.  She found employment again on June 1, 1979.
(Transcript at pages 29 and 30, hearing of October 11, 1984).

Complainant received unemployment compensation of $110 per
week for 14 weeks from the State of Colorado.  Complainant
further submitted exhibits calculating the back pay and interest.
These calculations were summarized as follows:

Backpay      Interest       Quarter

Due        to 9/13/84        Total
1st Qtr 1979  $1,696.10     $1,182.82       $2,878.92

2nd Qtr 1979   2,277.62      1,554.22        3,831.84
Totals     $3,973.72     $2,737.04       $6,710.76

Interest at the current rate of 11% per annum
C.0003055 daily) will continue to accrue on
$6,710.76 after 9/13/84 at the rate of $2.05 per day.

(Exhibit P-A).

Jackie Stafford, formerly the Secretary/Treasurer for
respondent, testified that respondent is now defunct, no longer
exists, and has no officers (Tr. 10, 17).  Respondent's_1981
income tax return shows a negative balance CTr. 22? Exhibit R-C).

There was a $50,000 cash bond posted at the time of
company's liquidation.  According to Mrs. Stafford, both Tom^
Smith and Steve Smith (complainants whose cases were heard with
the Patricia Anderson case), received their back pay from that
bond (Tr. 8-9).

2681s not evidence in the
